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PARADIGM AND DIAIRESS : A RESPONSE TOM.L. GILLG MODELS IN PLATO'S SOPHIST
AND STATESMANO!

In her interesting and stimulating paper, Mary-Louse Gill addresses oneof the central
issuesin Plato® Soph#t and Statesman: what isamodd (paradeégma) and how does
onebecome useful in adialectical inquiry? Gill@ main thesisis clear: a paradégma
becomes truly useful when notonly the sameness beween the example and thetarget
butalso thar difference are recognized (Qheinquiers need to recognize, not only the
feature tha isthe same in theexample and thetarget, but also the difference between
thetwo embodiments and the procedural difference those different embodiments
entail Q.

To make her point, Gill comments onthecrudal passage of the Statesman
devoted to the definition of aparadaégma (277D-278D) and developsa lengthy
comparison between Plato® use of themodd of angling in the Sophét and that of
weaving in the Statesman. More precisaly, after having laid stress on theimportance of
thedramatic link between the Theaetetus and the two dialogues tha condituteits
sequd (to quoke Gill@ own words (Dnelesson of the Theaetetusis that we oughtto
think more serioudy aboutdefinition and method and these are main topics of the
subssquent diadloguesq), Gill draws a comparison between theway paradigms occur in
the Sophst and the Satesman respectively. This compaisonisthen developal at length
in thetwo conduding pats of the pger.

At thestart, | have to say | am sympathetic with mog of the condusonsGill
has drawn from theimportant issues shetacklesin this pgper. So it will come as no
surprise tha my respon to her will consst of a series of reflectionson certain points
shehas singled out rather than a prope respons built on an aternaive interpretation.

_ | chooto focusonthree distinct points, al of which | take to becrucia to
Gill@ argument as well as to our undestanding of the Sophst and the Satesmanin
gengal.

Firgt, | offer some further reflectionson thetwo interpretationsGill has given of
thekey text on paradigmsin the Statesman, i.e. 277D-279A

Second,onemightask, following Gill's andysis, wha thedifferences are
between the uses made of paradigms in the Sophst and in the Statesman. Gill has
producd some very convindng arguments to explain these differences, but| think
there may bemoreto besaid. In paticular, | shdl alludeto arelated question that the
paper, to my knowedge did not address, namely of how an adequae paradigmin a
diaectical inquiry isto bechosen.

Findly, | will condudeby stressing whd, to me, isacruda methodobgcal
issueof thedialogue i.e. therelation between paradegma and diairesis. Itisnota
topic Gill deals with directly, butit seemsto meto bein the backgroundof her paper;
andin any casg, thereis nodoubttha thisis amethodobgical issue Plato wanted his

! Many thanks to Mary Louise Gill for the nice discussions we have had at Notre Dame on the
Statesman and many other topics. My warmest thanks, as usual, to Christopher Rowe for his many good
suggestions, both on style and content.
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readersto reflect upon,and tha consequently it isoneevery reader concerned with the
use of paradeégmata in the Statesman has to address.

*k%k

Commenting on Statesman, 277D1-278D06, Mary Louise Gill distinguishes two
possible interpretationsof thetext. On thefirst interpretation, the Eleatic Visitor's
modd of amodd is Gimodd of the upaming moded of the statesmanN thét is, a
modd of themodd of weaving, which will bedifferentiated fromthekindred arts [E] .
Our task, asinthemodd of weaving, isto clarify our target by recognizing the essence
of statecraft as distinct from the contributory and other subsdiary arts.OOn the second
interpretation, the modd of amodd shows Gvhatit isto bea modd (both angling as a
modd for sophistry and weaving as amodsd for statecraft. On thisinterpretation, there
is something the same in the example and thetarge, butwhaever that is can also be
called different, because it is related to different thingsin thetwo situaionsOln other
wordsonecan give either a narow and contextud reading of the passage or amore
genega and methodobgical one On thelatter reading, the Eleatic Visitor would be
explaining the procedure oneoughtto use in order to produe adequaely any
paraddégma whatsoever in any context whatsoever. Gill is peafectly rightto stress that
thetext alows these two interpretations athoughit is not clear to meif shethinksthey
are alternaive or complementary readingsof the text.

In any case | would like to take a step further and consder thetext in more
detail. As Gill writes, OThe Stranga'@ modd of amodd concernslearning letters.
L etters have content and no structure.OBut it seems to me tha the difficulty in
interpreting this passagelies also in the specific method used by the Elestic Visitor. He
affirms (withoutjudtification, oneshould add) that Gan idea of themodd itself iniits
turn also has need of amodd to demondrate itO(277D5-6, trans Rowe). So if one
wants to know wha aparaddgma is, thereis no other way than by produdng a
paradegma. In fact, this specific twist in theargument | take to be Plato’'sway of
indicating tha a paraddégma is essentially a process and tha anything can bea
paradigm, provided the same processisfollowed, i.e. of drawing a parallel between two
thingsand of recognizing the same elements in different contexts. With this pointin
mind, | claim onecan dojudice to thetext by distinguishing not so much different
interpretationsas different references of theterm paradegma and involving therefore
several Qevels of paradigmatization Oas it were.

Theterm paradegma has, in the Statesman (from 277D onwards), three distinct
references. It refersto theletter known by the pupis and used by the school master in
order to extend their knowledgeof different letters and more complex syllables (e.g.
278B4), aswell as of theart of weaving, conaeived of asamodd for discoveringwha
thestatesman is (e.g. 287B2). But obvioudy paradeigma also refers to the process of
learning to read, as amodd for discoveringwha apaadigmisin general (see 278C3-
4). Gill's secondinterpretation focuses on this last reference. One could then distinguish
in thetext thefollowing levels of paadigmatization:

Level | Example Targe Type of paradigm

1 Any letter inasimple Thesameletter ina | Paradigm as a content
gyllable complex syllable
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2 Theart of weaving Theart of Paradigm as a content :
statesmanship intertwining thewarp and
thewoof
3 Learninggranmatain Produdng adequae | Paradigm of the paradigm
gened (i.e repesating the paradigms (paradigm as a structure)
procedure of 278A8-C2)

Y et, thisthreefold distinctionis not sufficient, because it does not jugify the
application of the paradigm of weaving to thewhde of thecity tha follows our passage
(287B2 0.). In fact, with the paradegma of weaving, onehas to distinguish the two
distinct ways it bears uponits target. Weaving can be consdered as Qheintertwining of
thewarp and thewoof,Oi.e. as a specific tekhne relying on specific procedures, aiming
at discoveringwhat statesmandhip isin itself, wha its prope task is. But as an art
among other arts, as an architectonic tekhne in thestructural collection of arts tha
conditutes cloth-making out of wool, weavingisamodd inasmuch asit hasan
architectonic role in a structure onecan compare to the one statesmanship bdongsto
(or rather, should bdongto). Can we find no trace of this second conception of
weaving in the passage? It seems to me onecould make goodthetext's silence onthis
point insofar as the process of learning to read, as historianstell us? is represented as
conssting in a progressive learning of more and more complex syllables and more and
more complex words Given that the ordering of |ettersin syllables conditutes a more
complex structure than asimple letter in itself, this stagein the process described at
278A8-C1 (learning nat only letters, but smple syllables, and so on) would give an
accountof a paraddagma conaeived notas a content but as a structure. | take this
distinction to beimportant, for it accounts for the development of theargument in the
second hdf of thedialogue from 279Ato 305E the interrel ationsbetween weaving
anditskindred, auxiliary andrival arts goven thediairesis of statesmanship and the
ordering of thetekhnai kata polin, whereas thefollowing pages to the end are devoted
to the specific task of statesmanship, namely interweaving. So we could add the
following to the previouspaallel between single letters and weaving:

Level | Example Targe Type of paradigm

1 Any simple syllable Thesame syllablein a Paradigm as a structure
(ordered letters) more complex syllable

2' Theart of weavingin Theart of statesmanship in | Paradigm as a structure
relationsto the other arts |relationto theother arts (direct and contributory
involved in cloth-making | kata polin causes)

*k%k

The secondpoint | wish to raiseisaso crudal to Gill'soverall argument. She
rightly observes tha there are some important differences between the ways the

2 SeeH.-l. Marrou, Histoire de |'Zducation dans I' AntiquitZ, Paris, Le Seuil, 1958, p. 210-215.
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paradigm of angling and tha of weaving respectively are used in thetwo dialogues. |
wish to reflect further onthereasonswhy angling and weaving do notfundion
identicaly.

Thisis howthepaadigm of anglingisintroducd in the Sophst:

-[E] Sotha's my advice to usnow, Thesetetus since we think it's hard to
huntdown and deal with thekind, sophist, we ought to practice our methodon
something easier first N unless you can tell usabout another way that's
somehow more promising.

T.-1can't.

E.V. - Do youwant to focuson something trivial and try to use it as patern for
themore important issue?

T.-Yes

E.V. - Wha mightwe propo® tha's unimportant and easy to undestand but can
have an accountgiven of it jus as much as more important thingscan? For
example, an angler, isn't that recognisable to everybody, but not worth bengtoo
seriousabout?

T.-Yes

E.V.-Tha, | expect, will provide an appropriate method and way of talking for
what we want. (Soph, 218D-219A, trans White)

One can compare this passage with the parallel one in the Statesman. Having shown
wha hismodd of amodd is, theEleatic Visitor affirms::

E.V. - So wha modd, involving the same activities as statesmanship, on avery
small scale, could onecompare with it, and so discover in a satisfactory way
what we are looking for? By Zeus Socrates, what do you think?If thereisn't
anything else to hand, well, wha aboutweaving?Do you want usto choos
tha? Not al of it, if youagree, since perhgposthe weaving of cloth fromwool
will suffice; maybeit isthis pat of it, if we choo it, which would providethe
testimony we want. (Polit. 279A7-B6, trans Rowe)

There are striking similarities between the two passages and more generally
between the dialectical fundion of both paradigms. But more interestingly, there are
also some sdlient differences. | will start by reflecting on theformer, and condudewith
thelatter.

In both passages, the unimportance of the paradigm is undelined. As Gill
observes, angling, or weaving, are Qinmntroversia.OBut | think maybe oneoughtto
be more precise ontheunmntroversia nature of the example in general. For sure, itis
first of all amatter of theeasiness or smplicity of the subject matter: something will be
less controversial inasmuch asit is easy to grasp and uncomplicated. Butit isnotonly a
matter of complexity, it isaso a question of value something of no or lessimportance
may beundestooddispassionaely and its prope nature displayed withoutprejudice. A
paradigm needsto be smikronin those two ways.
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This leadsme to my second point. | think the two passages draw attention to
another important feature of Plato'sconception of what a paradigmis. As onecan easily
observe, consderation of the question of how a paradigm is chosen is totally absent
fromthetwo dialogues: in each case, the Eleatic Visitor proposs, as paradigms,
angling or weaving, and both (especially the second) turn outto be excellent
paradigms.® What would have suited the art of statesmanship better than the specific
tekhne of weaving and its relationswith its coordinate arts? Still the question remains
why does Plato ingst onthe appaent randommess of the choices made? One could
detect afatal flaw intheargument here: if the Eleatic Visitor is able to give an
example (a paradigm) either of what procedures produce a paradigm (thelearning of
grammata) or of statesmanship or sophistry, it is obvioustha heaready knows wha
heis (pretending to be) looking for.*

Onecould try to answer this oljection in three different ways. First onemight
claim that the paadigmatic methodis a genuindy heuristic onewhere the
paradegmata need to beverified and tested in order to seeif they arefit for thar
purmpo<e. Second,onemight address the problem of how to find an adequéae paradigm
of X withoutknowing previoudy wha X is as a species of the sophistic paradox met by
thedodrineof anamesisin theMeno. A third respons would at once dismissthe
previoustwo respongs and the problem itself by arguing tha no dialectical methodin
Plato can bedissodated from the phronesis of thedialectician, whos skills, anong
others, consst in discovering interesting and thoudhtful resemblances between
disconnected fieldsand redlities.

| think nothing in thetext allows oneto consder the Platonic paradegmata as
genuindy heuristic, i.e. as chosen more or less at randomand awaiting confirmation.
Of course, as Victor Goldschmidt pointed outlongago in his classic study Le
paradigme dansla dialectiqueplatonicienne® paradigms are in a sense verified when
applied to thetarget for the sake of which they have been introduced, butthis fact does
not explain howin the Sophst and Statesman an adequae paradigmis chosen, since
thereisnothingin thetext resembling atrial and error procedure.

The comparison with the puzzle in the Meno tendsto be more suggestive. The
enigmatic beginning of the passage seems even to refer to the Meno:

E.V. - It'sahad thing, my finefriend, to demongdrate any of the more important
subjects withoutusng modds. It looksas if each of usknows everythingin a
kind of dreamlike way, and then agan isignotant of everythingwhen asit were
awake. (Polit. 277D1-3, trans Rowe)

Many commentators on the passage have undestood this sentence as a clear
reference to thedodrine of anamesis, mainly because it seemsto refer to thestandad

% Contra, see W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, vol. v, Cambridge, University Press,
1975, p. 192: (He (Plato) could have chosen another N perhaps more suitable N art than weaving (E)

but his fancy was caught by the ideaof an inner affinity between weaving and statesmanship, just asin
the Sophist he chuckled over the thought that the sophist was first cousin to the angler.O

* H.R. Scodel, Diairesis and Myth in Plato's Statesman, G3ttingen, Vandehhoeck & Ruprecht, p. 104:
Qn any case, the Stranger@® procedure here is at |east open to objection if he is understood to have known
what aparadigm is prior to giving the example of learning the alphabet as an example of what a
paradigm is.O

® Le paradigme dans |a dialectique platonicienne, Paris, Vrin, 1947, p. 48-53.
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Platonic transtion from partial ignorance, or bdief, to knomedge® The use of
paradegmata would then congitute ameans of recollecting patially theglobd
knowledgeeach and every soul possesses. Our passage would in this case parallel such
passages as, e.g. Meno 85(6-D1, where thedave-boy'sopinionsare said to be h™ser
onarandin theneed of frequent interrogaionin order to become episte mai. But even
thoughthere are obviousconnectionsbeween thetwo passages, onehasto bear in
mind tha our text distinguishes no less than three epistemic states and notjust two.” In
fact, theEleatic Visitor points out tha theneed for paradigms arises from our
dreamlike way of knowing everything and from owr beingignaant when we are hope
upar, asit were awake. Thereis notrangtion herefrom latent to active knowedge The
epistemic trangtion from a dreamlike to awaking state comes later:

E.V. - Wdl, if tha'stheway it is, thetwo of uswould notat al bein thewrong
in having first attempted to see the nature of modds as awhole in the specific
case of afurther inggnificant modd, with theintention then of bringing to the
case of theking, which is of thegreatest importance, something of the same
form from less significant thingssomewhere, in an attempt onae more through
theuse of amodd to recognize in an expert, systematic way what looking after
peoplein thecity is, so thatit may be present to usin our waking state ingead
of in a dreant? (Polit. 278E4-10, trans. Rowe)

Thereis nodoubtthat the awakening the Eleatic Visitor has in mind here does not
involve solely the use of paradigms but rather the progress of the diairetic method
towardsa definition of statesmanship by meansof the paradigm of weaving. As Mary
Louise Gill rightly observes, (rhe Strange® model of amodd shows usboth how any
goodmodd should opeate and alerts usto the dangers of over-dependence onthe
paticular example tha serves asthemodd. Moddsfall short: therelevant procedure is
sufficient to yield the essence of the example, butit does nottake usall theway to the
essence of thetarget.Olndeed, the mos powerful argument preventing commentators
from seeing any explicit connection between recollection and paradigmetization is
smply tha the only epistemic state the use of a paradigm, in itself, can produe istrue
opinion (see 278A9, B3, C5, C6,D4):

E.V. - Wdll then, have we grasped this point adequately, tha we come to be
usng amodd when agiven thing, which isthe same in something different and
distinct, is correctly identified (doxazomen ™mrth™gsthere, and having been
broughttogeher with theorigind thing, bringsabouta single truejudgenent
(mia alethe doxan) abouteach separately and bath together? (Polit., 278C3-6,
trans Rowe)

Paradagmata conditute secure starting-points in adiaectical inquiry, butthey cannot
achieve knowledgeif theinquiry is not conduded by therigorousdiairesis tha the
paradigm allows thedialectician to pursue

Thereisnoother ansver, so it seems, to the problem | have raised previoudy
(i.e. how onecan choo a correct paradigm without already knowing thetarget) except

® See R. Robinson, Plato® Earlier Dialectic, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2nd ed., 1953, p. 214, and the
discussion in Scodel, Diairesis and Myth, op. cit., p. 109-11.

’ See M. Dixsaut, MZtamor phoses de la dialectique dans les Dialogues de Platon, Paris, Vrin, 2001,
p. 247-53.
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to point outtha there is no dialectica methodtha would supply thelack of the
dialectical skillsagoodphilosophe cannotbut have if he precisely, isagood
philosophe. Amongthese skills, the Statesman paticularly, and rathe unsurprisingly,
ingsts ontheability to perceive rea resemblances and real differences between
realities, as an indispensable skill for divisonanddiaectic in general:

E.V.-[.. ] theruleistha when oneperceives firs the community between the
members of a group of many things oneshould nat desist until oneseesin it al
thoxe differences tha arelocated in classes, and conversely, with thevarious
unlikenesses, when they are seen in multitudes, ore should beincapable of
pulling aface and stopping before onehas penneal al therelated thingswithin
onelikeness and actudly surroundel them in somerea class. (Polit., 285B1-6,
trans Rowe)

Findly I would like to stress two significant differences between thetwo
paradagmata of angling and weaving that Gill has not mentioned. Firstly, | takethe
paradigm of angling to correspondmore adequéaely to what Victor Goldschmidt (in the
study mentioned above) has named Qa fondion d'exercice du paradigme,Owhereas the
paradigm of weaving correspondsmore or less to what he called Qa dZouverte des
ressemblanaes.OTo putit differently, there are more affinities between the statesman
and theweaver than between the sophist and the angler. Of course, thisis not, in any
case, an objectionto Gill's point, jug areminde of the dight difference of tonein
which each paadigmisintroduced. | claim that this difference can be patly explained
by the argumentative order of thetwo dialogues. In the Soph#t, the ontological status
of the Glippay genuDof resemblance is questionad in order to huntdown the sophist.
Andit iswell-known tha oneof the mgor achievements of thedialogueis the
distinction between, asit were, real and fake resemblances, or resemblances tha are
explicitly resemblances of a specific modd and those tha pretend to betha modd. The
andysis of the Sophst isthenecessary and preparatory step tha had to betaken in
order to allow the Statesman to develop methoddogical rules based upona prope
grasp of resemblances.

The second main difference between the dialectica inquiries conduded in the
Sophst and the Statesman is that the Sophst startswith six different divisonsand ends
with a seventh, whereas the Satesman, as | take it,® is unified by the development of a
single diairesis. How should oneexplain this difference? Let'stake alook at thefind,
and alegeadly true definition of the sophist:

E.V.-[E] Butsince heimitates thewise man hell obvioudy have aname
derived from thewise man'sname. And now at last | see tha we have to call
him the personwhoisreally and truly a sophist. (Soph.268C trans White)

It isworth noting tha thisisthe only definition amongthe seven in thedialogue
labdled asbeing aleth™and ont™sand tha afew lines bdow at 268Dtheconduson
ishosan phei ton ont™sophisten einai. It is striking to compare the ending of the
dialoguein this respect with the ways the ddinitionsare conduded at 223A, 224G

8 InD. El Murr, Q_adivision et I'unitZ du Politique de Platon,OLes Zudes philosophiques, 3, 2005, 295-
324, | argue that the Statesman is unified by the progress of asingle division.
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224D, 225D and 230E In each case the Eleatic Visitor condudes his remark by noting
that the nane (sophist) correspondsadequaely to the genusdescribed .’

Whereas at the end of the dialoguethe sophist isreally defined, noneof thefirst
six definitionsseem to aim at saying what the sophist is, nor at giving a definition of
the genusthe sophist bd ongsto. Rather each definition intendsto give oneof the
several nanmesthat are adequae to the sophist. Each oneof thefirst six definitionsis
therefore addinite description, asit were, of the sophist. In other words when onesays
(a) ahired hunter of rich youngmen is a sophist or (b) anironical / ingncere imitator is
asophist, the verb GsOdoes not have the same sense. In (a) theformula cannotbe
symmetrical, whereas (b) is obvioudy symmetrical, @sOexpressing identity. The
reason why | stress this difference is mainly because it allows usto undestand wha is
going onwith thefirst divisionsin the Sophét: theproblem is notthat thesophist is
viewed as such and such or our misconceptionsof him; the problem is tha every oneof
the names of the sophist is amere image of him and, as such, says something about
him. In other words, in the case of each oneof thesix definitions the sophist iswha he
isbutalways also "other than" wha heis. Heisandis noteach of hisimages. Thisis
why Non-Being, aswe aretold at 258B, is where the sophist dwells.

In the Statesman, the situationistotally different: whereas the sophist, located
in thedippeay genusof resemblance, isliterally everywhere (hence the severa
divisong, the statesman, as Plato conceives him, isliterally nowhere. Still, alot of
tekhnai claim histitle and prerogatives, many claim to belegitimately named politikai,
but nonetruly is (hence the sole divison aming at defining wha areal statesman
should be).

*k%k

It appears then tha therespective, and rather different, joint use of paradegnma
and diairesisin the Sophst and Statesman can be explained by the specific naure of
the subject of each inquiry. This bringsme to thefind point of thisrespone. Wha are
theredationshipsbetween the use of a paradegma and tha of diairesis? | have already
named afew, butl think more can besaid. As Gill observesin her paper, the patia
failure of the myth has something to do with usng megala paradeégmata,
dispropottionae modds. But | think it is noteworthy tha thefirst divisonspartially
midead the protagonists (onthis, see M.L. Gill's paper, n. 10) because they explicitly
use an inadequée paradigm, for reasonstha are explained after the myth.

E.V. - It wasjug for these reasonstha we introduced our story, in order that it
might demondrate, in relation to herd-rearing, not only tha as thingsnow stand
everyonedisputes this fundion with the person we are looking for, but alsoin
order tha we might see more plainly tha very personwhomalone in
accordance with the example (paradagma) of shephedsand cowherds because
he has charge of human rearing, it is appropriate to think worthy of this name,
and this name alone (Palit., 275BL1-6, trans Rowe)

9See223A 1" 1O " #HVEREB Yot 1 &' (") ' *"# (#'PO) #*$' |+, ¥+ &+, | # ; 224C
[+ 100, 1) #. --" (#'ut & Yo", * ) #' -2uu&" @' -/ #1&# # R1"Ap&HH +,1&
8O, 1&) "5 ) | * & $6#'1; 225D 7/ # 1 VHBUOH | " GiBH 24 3OV &('# : &+ &#t! " #$ %
& (! *$+ 9% & -%230E . / 01; #234# 546 7) 8 +19R94# #IT%EH%!45; ) "n&t
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To thethree applicationsof theword paraddégma we singled out above onemus add a
fourth, i.e. to the cowherdsand shephadstha have led mog of thefirst divisions Itis
no surprise then that the two partial failures of thefirst diaireseis and themyth bringin
thedefinition of wha a paradigm should be This définition, precisely, makes up for the
deficiency of thetwo preceding methods In other words, a paradeégma hasto be
precise enough(so as notto excludeitstarge, asin 261Bsq.) but still smikron enough
to be propationde to it (and thusto make thediscovery of resemblances possible).

Thus therelation between diairesis and paradegma seems to me to betwofold.
Aswe have seen, acorrect divisonis aprope paadigm both in the Sophst and the
Statesman: the structural relation between definite tekhnaiis a modd for the definition
of smilar relationsbetween other tekhnai. But there seems to be a secondrelation
between thetwo methods can onedivideavery general genuswithouta paradegma
allowing oneto select the pertinent differences that will reveal what is sough® The
Statesmanis surely full of indgpendent paradegmata tha condud, at onestage or
another, the progress of the diairesis: arithmetic, architecture, shepherding, weaving
can al beconsdered as smple and straightforward examples, but since some give
names to some genuswhich in turn is divided, we could as well assume tha, for very
genega genuses, paradigms are essential to the very process of dividing.
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